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Kant’s Theory of Biology	 is	 a	 collection	 of	
papers	 edited	 by	 Ina	 goy	 and	 Eric	Watkins,	
held	 at	 the	 international	 conference	 of	 the	








thought	 concerning	 notion	 of	 organism,	 and	
especially	focusing	on	account	of	organisms	
given	 in	 the	Critique of the Power of Judg-












Preformation”	 discusses	 Kant’s	 views	 about	
theories	 of	 organic	 generation	 held	 by	 his	
predecessors	 (epigenesis	 and	 preformation).	
Fisher	 emphasizes	 the	 distinction	 between	









Wolff’s	 account	 of	 organisms,	 and	 then	 un-
covers	epigenetic	elements	in	Kant’s	account	
of	 organism	 (organized	 being).	 Finally	 she	




In	 her	 paper	 “Organisms	 and	 Metaphysics:	
Kant’s	 first	 Herder	 Review”	 Rachel	 Zuck-
ert	 investigates	Kant’s	 reasons	 for	 the	 rejec-
tion	 of	 his	 student’s	 view	 concerning	 single	
organic	 force.	 She	 shows	 that	 Kant	 rejected	
Herder’s	 idea	 because	 it	 has	 no	 justifica-
tion	 in	 empirical	 investigations	 (inductive	





thought:	 he	 figured	 out	 that	 his	 proposal	 of	
teleological	laws	as	regulative	are	not	so	far	





the	 heart	 of	 the	 volume	 in	 quantitative	 and	
qualitative	 sense:	 it	 contains	 ten	 papers	 and	




In	 paper	 titled	 “Teleological	 Judgment:	 Be-
tween	Technique	and	Nature”	Luca	Illetterati	
thoroughly	comments	Kant’s	analysis	of	 the	







Predrag	 Šustar	 discusses	 a	 unique	 causal	
structure	 present	 in	 living	 world	 (between	
natural	 ends)	 on	 Kant’s	 account	 in	 “Kant’s	







terms	 of	 powers,	 capacities	 or	 dispositions.	
He	shows	by	an	example	from	contemporary	
molecular	 biology	 (process	 of	 photosynthe-
sis)	that	we	need	to	appeal	to	some	formative	
power	 –	 an	 argument	 for	 strength	 of	 Kant’s	






Kant’s	 third	 Critique.	 First,	 he	 shows	 that	
Kant	 convincingly	 argues	 for	 the	 claim	 that	
every	 thing	 in	nature	 should	be	 judged	 tele-
ologically.	 Second,	 he	 argues	 that	 for	 Kant	
nature	 as	 a	 whole	 is	 a	 system	 of	 purposes	
and	that	nature	has	a	purpose	itself.	Watkins	
carefully	 reconstructs	 Kant’s	 analysis	 show-
ing	that	Kant’s	peculiar	conception	of	reason	
as	 the	 faculty	 that	 searches	 for	 the	uncondi-












although	 we	 cannot	 explain	 organisms	 me-
chanically	when	we	start	to	think	about	them	







In	“Mechanical	Explanation	 in	 the	 ‘Critique	




a	 notion	 by	 which	 wholes	 can	 be	 explained	
by	their	parts).	He	answers	to	several	objec-
tion	 previously	 raised	 in	 literature	 for	 such	
account,	 but	 finally	 concludes	 that	 despite	
the	strength	of	 those	answers	we	still	 lack	a	




What	 It	 is	 and	 How	 It	 is	 Solved”	 Marcel	
Quarfood	gives	a	novel	 interpretation	of	 the	
Antinomy	specified	 in	 the	 title	of	paper.	He	
















which	 are	 simultaneously	 contingent	 (they	
are	 not	 determinate	by	 the	 laws	 of	mechan-
ics),	but	also	possess	some	form	of	lawfulness	
(we	 can	 differentiate	 between	 well-formed	
chick	 and	 ill-formed	 outgrowth	 for	 exam-
ple).	She	shows	that	notion	of	purposiveness	
is	grounded	in	the	finiteness	of	our	cognitive	





ment	 from	 Design”	 Ina	 Goy	 investigates	
Kant’s	 attitude	 toward	 so-called	 argument	
from	design.	She	presents	 the	three	versions	





gument	 from	 design.	Although	 those	 places	
are	merely	consistent	with	argument	from	de-
sign,	Goy	argues	that	in	“Methodology”	Kant	
makes	 some	 explicit	 statements	 concerning	
physico-theological	 proof	 which	 require	 di-
rect	reference	to	the	argument	from	design.
Paul	 Guyer	 addresses	 two	 paradoxes	 which	









nature,	 but	 it	 is	 a	 preparation	 for	 freedom.	
The	second	paradox	is	about	Kant’s	account	
of	happiness:	second	Critique	teaches	that	the	
final	 end	 of	 nature	 is	 the	 highest	 good,	 and	
the	 third	 Critique	 says	 that	 it	 is	 exclusively	
freedom.	For	resolution	of	this	paradox	Guy-
er	 provides	 much	 more	 interpretative	 effort	













argues	 that	 exactly	 in	Opus postumum	Kant	
most	 clearly	articulates	 the	 idea	 that	 experi-
ence	as	such	is	possible	only	if	it	is	assumed	
that	 an	organism	has	 that	 experience.	As	 an	
epistemic	 subject	 an	 organism	 is	 always	
enrolled	 in	 construction	 of	 experience	 and	
exactly	 this	 cognition	 makes	 the	 strongest	










borg	 defends	 her	 famous	 interpretation	 of	
Kant’s	view	on	organisms	as	natural	purposes	




sary	 design	 (such	 as	 historical	 and	 etiologi-





tive	 awareness	 of	 normativity	 (based	 partly	
on	Wittgenstein’s	preconceptual	rule	follow-













Kant’s	 account	 should	 be	 seriously	 taken	 in	
contemporary	biology.
Some	 technical	 parts	 should	 be	 especially	









rily	Critique of the Power of Judgment)	and	






makes	 the	 following	 of	 the	 literature	 much	
easier	for	reader.	Thirdly,	unified	“Bibliogra-
phy”	and	the	“Index	of	Names”	additionally	















must	 have	 book	 for	 every	 Kantian	 scholar.	
This	 is	 because	 teleology	 as	 such	 is	 a	 “cor-
ner	stone”	of	Kantian	project	and	gives	a	final	
key	for	understanding	of	his	entire	opus.
It	 should	 be	 stressed	 from	 a	 standpoint	 of	











According	 to	 that,	 this	 book	 has	 a	 special	
relevance	 for	 making	 Kant’s	 thought	 actual	
in	contemporary	scientific	context.	Contrary	
to	 the	 traditional	 views	 that	 Kant	 has	 made	
something	 quite	 odd	 by	 inclusion	 of	 teleol-
ogy	in	his	critical	project,	it	seems	that	Kant’s	
foresight	 and	 prudence	 was	 far	 too	 big	 for	
previous	interpreters.	Modern	science	reveals	
that	 Kantian	 thought	 has	 much	 more	 to	 say	
in	 turn	 than	 it	 is	 usually	 expected.	 It	 is	 not	
just	a	(one	more)	monument	to	ingenuity	of	a	
great	thinker,	but	it	is	a	monument	to	a	great	
thought,	a	thought	which	puts	in	question	the	
sharp	distinction	of	“exact	sciences”	and	oth-
er	sciences.	Kant’s	theory	of	biology	shows	in	
probably	the	best	way	why	the	greater	picture	
should	always	be	taken	into	account.
Igor Eterović
